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The purpose of this study was to identify the perceptual differences between general 
education teachers and special education teachers on teacher evaluation, and among special 
education teachers evaluated according to three different teacher evaluation systems (CEL 5D+ 
Teacher Evaluation Rubric, Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching, and Marzano 
Teacher Evaluation Model) adapted by the districts in Washington State. The study also 
examined factors that may improve the special education teacher evaluation.  
A total of 234 certified teachers, including 37 special education teachers, in Washington 
State participated in the study. An online survey form of the modified Teacher Evaluation Profile 
(TEP) questionnaire was utilized to collect the perceptions of certified teachers on the teacher 
evaluation process.  
Significant response differences were found to exist between the perceptions of special 
education and general education teachers, particularly elementary school teachers, on their 
evaluators. The perceptions of special education teachers evaluated based on three different 
teacher evaluation systems were included in this study for descriptive purposes only due to about 
76 percent of special education teachers participated in the study were evaluated based on 
Danielson, which implemented an alternative approach to evaluate the performance of special 
education teachers. Special education teachers perceived that the evaluation standards and the 
purpose of the evaluation were relatively clear to them, and the evaluation process promoted 
accountability and teacher growth. Recommendations for future studies are to examine the effect 
of the professional relations between special education teachers and their evaluators on the 
quality of the special education teacher evaluation, and the perceptions of special education 
teachers on teacher evaluation systems with different approaches to evaluate special education 
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CHAPTER 1. Introduction 
 
In the era of standards-based teacher evaluation systems, the special education teacher 
evaluation presents unique challenges due to the complexity of special education teachers’ roles 
and responsibilities (Vannest & Hagan-Burk, 2009). According to a survey in 2010, about one-
half of the participants, including 1,100 state and district special education directors and related 
administrators, supported the idea of having a separate teacher evaluation system for special 
education teachers (National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality, 2010).  
Despite the needs for a teacher evaluation system that addresses the roles and 
responsibilities of special education teachers, most of the districts and states implemented a one-
size-fits-all approach of teacher evaluation systems (Attinello, Lare, & Source, 2006; Danielson 
& McGreal, 2000; Hill & Grossman, 2013; Popham, 2013; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2002; 
Starratt, 2005), and the same teacher evaluation standards were applied to evaluate both general 
education and special education teachers (Holdheide, Goe, Croft, & Reschly, 2010; Johnson & 
Semmelroth, 2012).  
The purpose of this study was to identify any perceptual differences between general 
education teachers and special education teachers on the teacher evaluation, and among special 
education teachers evaluated according to three different teacher evaluation systems (CEL 5D+ 
Teacher Evaluation Rubric, Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching, and Marzano 
Teacher Evaluation Model) implemented in Washington State. Based on the findings from this 
study and the literature review, this study examined the options to improve the special education 
teacher evaluation, including modifying evaluation criteria of the standards-based teacher 
evaluation systems to measure unique roles and responsibilities of special education teachers and 






multiple roles of special education teachers. This study also reviewed factors that may need to be 
considered to improve the special education teacher evaluation. 
Background of the Study 
Teacher evaluation reform efforts. Teacher effectiveness became a popular term in the 
education field. An effective teacher is the single most important school-related factor in 
improving student achievement (Hattie, 2009; Jordan, Mendro, & Weerasinghe, 1997; Mendro, 
1998; Sanders, Ashton, & Wrights, 2005). The general consensus among scholars seems to tie 
teacher effectiveness to student test scores. Thus, teacher effectiveness can be defined as a 
teacher’s contribution to students’ test scores (Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008; Harris, Ingle, & 
Rutledge, 2014).  
In an effort to improve and strengthen teacher effectiveness, a nationwide focus on 
accountability and testing emerged with the enactment of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) in 
2002. NCLB is the federal funding initiative that promised to provide much needed educational 
and financial support to states. In order to be eligible for the funding, the states were required to 
provide multiple standardized assessments for students and report student performance based on 
subgroups towards meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) (United States Department of 
Education, 2002). 
In addition, the Obama administration enacted and implemented the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) in 2009 providing approximately $100 billion to improve 
American education system. As a part of the ARRA effort, The U.S. Department of Education 
created an incentive program for the states, Race to the Top, allocating $4.35 billion to improve 
the quality of education and student achievement. Race to the Top required States to move 






1) adopting standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in college and 
the workplace, and compete in the global economy; 
2) building data systems that store and measure student growth and success, and inform 
teachers and principals about how they can improve instruction; 
3) recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining effective teachers and principals, 
especially where they are needed the most; and 
4) turning around the lowest-achieving schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).   
The one factor that Race to the Top identified as having the most impact on these four 
focus areas was the teacher evaluation system. Traditionally, teacher evaluation has utilized a 
two-point scale rating such as ‘satisfactory’ and ‘unsatisfactory.' Studies reported that up to 99 
percent of teachers in many districts received a ‘satisfactory’ rating (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhem, 
& Keeling, 2009). Despite so many teachers receiving ‘satisfactory’ ratings for their teacher 
evaluation, student achievement remained stagnant for many years. Under the traditional teacher 
evaluation system, teachers reported that they did not receive the necessary support during the 
evaluation process, and the results of the evaluation did not help them to improve and become 
more effective teachers (Duffett, Farkas, Rotherham, & Silva, 2008). 
Race to the Top stressed the need for new approaches to evaluating the teacher 
performance and effectiveness. The requirements for these new teacher evaluation systems, 
which are referred to as a standards-based teacher evaluation system, demanded the teacher 
evaluation to be much more complex than the traditional teacher evaluation approach, and 
promoted the development of new teacher evaluation systems that incorporated multiple 
measures of data collection including, but not limited to, surveys, multiple classroom 






addition, new teacher evaluation systems were required to offer opportunities for teachers to 
improve their effectiveness and participate in the professional development activities (Darling-
Hammond, 2009). Since the enactment of Race to the Top in 2009, most states either modified 
their existing teacher evaluation systems, completely overhauled, or replaced them with new 
teacher evaluation systems that utilized multiple standards-based data collection methods 
including student outcomes, student surveys, and classroom observations (McGuinn, 2012).   
Washington State teacher evaluation reform effort. Out of 41 states that applied for 
the Race to the Top funding, eleven states and the District of Columbia, secured the funding from 
Race to the Top. Washington State was one of the states that competed but did not win the 
funding. Despite the lack of funding, Washington State moved on to improve their teacher 
evaluation systems. In 2010, Washington State passed the Senate Bill 6696. The bill stressed the 
importance of the following eight criteria related to teacher improvement and evaluation:    
1) Centering instruction on high expectations for student achievement. 
2) Demonstrating effective teaching practices. 
3) Recognizing individual student learning needs and developing strategies to address 
those needs. 
4) Providing clear and intentional focus on subject matter content and curriculum. 
5) Fostering and managing a safe, positive learning environment. 
6) Using multiple student data elements to modify instruction and improve student 
learning. 
7) Communicating and collaborating with parents and the school community 
8) Exhibiting collaborative and collegial practices focused on improving instructional 






Washington State decided to move away from the traditional teacher evaluation method 
and embrace the standards-based teacher evaluation systems. By June 2010, the Teacher-
Principal Evaluation Project (TPEP) Steering Committee of Washington state selected eight pilot 
districts and a consortium to develop new teacher and principal evaluation models. In July 2011, 
the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), which oversees the educational system 
in Washington State, released a report to the legislature, recommending the selection of three 
research-based instructional frameworks as statewide teacher evaluation models. Based on the 
recommendation from OSPI, Senate bill 5895 of 2012, which amended 6696, directed OSPI to 
pick three preferred teacher evaluation systems and required all districts in Washington States to 
adopt one of the three teacher evaluation systems. In September 2012, OSPI reported the 
selection of three evaluation systems including CEL 5D+ Teacher Evaluation Rubric, Charlotte 
Danielson’s Framework for Teaching, and Marzano’s Teacher Evaluation Model. The 2012 – 
2013 school year was a pilot year. Local districts were allowed to choose one of the three 
evaluation systems, and perform a trial run. The statewide implementation of the new teacher 
evaluation systems began in 2013 – 2014 school year. During 2014 – 2015, school districts, if 
they chose to, were permitted to either evaluate a selected number of certified teachers or 
evaluate all certified teachers based on the new evaluation systems. By the 2015 – 2016 school 
year, every district in Washington State selected one of three teacher evaluation systems, and 
every teacher in Washington State were being evaluated using the new teacher evaluation 
systems (Teacher Principal Evaluation Project, 2015).  
CEL 5D+ Teacher Evaluation Rubric. About 99 districts chose CEL 5D+. CEL stands 
for Center for Educational Leadership at the University of Washington. 5D represents five 






Pedagogy, Assessment for Student Learning, and Classroom Environment & Culture. The ‘+’ 
sign next to 5D represents student growth goals that Washington State mandated the evaluation 
systems to incorporate. CEL 5D+ was developed to assess the teacher performance and provide 
feedback for the professional development of the teacher. CEL 5D+ uses four rating scales: 
 Unsatisfactory (the teacher demonstrates an unacceptable or poor level of 
instructional practice resulting in delayed or little learning for some students.),  
 Basic (the teacher demonstrates an essential foundation for instructional practice, 
using research-based strategies and tools to create learning for all students.),  
 Proficient (the teacher demonstrates competent and skilled instructional practice, 
using research-based strategies and tools to create solid learning for all students), and  
 Distinguished (the teacher demonstrates exemplary instructional practice, using 
research-based strategies and tools to create optimal learning for all students).  
Beginning with the 2017 – 2018 school year, CEL 5D+ provided guiding questions to 
consider when evaluating special education teachers who work with profoundly involved 
students on an individual learning plan, referring to students with disabilities. The guiding 
questions were not officially applied when evaluating special education teachers at the time of 
this study (Center for Educational Leadership, 2017).  
Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching. Around 105 school districts selected 
Danielson teacher evaluation system. The Framework for Teaching is represented by a research-
based set of a component of instruction. Instructional responsibilities of teachers are grouped into 
four domains including; Domain 1: planning and preparation; Domain 2: classroom 






model incorporates four levels of performance: Unsatisfactory, Basic, Proficient, and 
Distinguished.  
One unique and distinctive feature of Danielson model is its support for special education 
teacher evaluation. The Danielson group developed examples or scenarios of special education 
practices across the four levels of performance as references to be used when evaluating special 
education teachers. The Danielson model acknowledged that it does not address the broad and 
diverse world of special education. Following are the main points embedded in the examples:  
1) Universal Design for Learning (UDL) principles with the goal of providing multiple 
means of representation, engagement, and action and expression in order to support 
learning and the inclusion of students with disabilities (SWDs) in the Least 
Restrictive Environment. A crosswalk between UDL and the Framework is available 
for free download from our Framework page. 
2) Data-driven instructional practices and behavior management strategies. 
3) Student self-management, choice-making and independence. 
4) Collaborative observation cycles in which the teacher plays an important role in 
sharing specialized information around assistive and adaptive technology, strategies 
and techniques, and code-related requirements. 
5) Active engagement of the entire educational community including co-teachers, 
therapists, counselors and child study team members. 
6) Additional responsibilities for the teacher related to working with instructional and 
one-on-one assistants to ensure fidelity of instructional and behavioral practices as 







Marzano’s Teacher Evaluation Model. About 90 school districts adopted the Marzano 
system. Marzano model incorporates four domains and 60 elements. Marzano uses five rating 
scales: Innovating (4, adapts and creates new strategies for unique student needs and situations), 
Applying (3, engages students in the strategy and monitors the extent to which it produces the 
desired outcomes), Developing (2, engages students in the strategy with no significant errors or 
omissions), Beginning (1, uses the strategy incorrectly or with parts missing), and Not using (0, 
strategy was called for but not exhibited). Overall, Marzano model is a one-size-fits-all approach 
of teacher evaluation system geared toward evaluating all teachers including general and special 
education teachers. Marzano model provides some scenarios, though not extensive, for general 
education teachers who support SWDs in their classrooms. The scenarios are used for evaluating 
general education teachers preparing and supporting SWDs, but they are not applied when 
evaluating special education teachers. The model recognizes that almost every classrooms in 
America support SWDs. While it acknowledged that special education teachers provide most 
needed support, their support “do(es) not supplant the instructional adaptations that regular 
education teachers must be prepared to make” (Warrick & Livingston, 2012, p. 9). 
Special education teacher evaluation support at the state level: OSPI prepared an 
OSPI Study Group Report for evaluators who support teachers of separate/alternative learning 
environments. The report was included as a part of all three teacher evaluation systems just prior 
to this study was conducted. It recommended the prerequisites to a successful and reliable 
evaluation such as, teachers and their evaluators should have extensive understanding of the 
standards, the academic performance of the student group that a teacher is supporting should not 
influence the summative evaluation rating of the teacher, and districts should decide on the 






report included the support for special education teacher evaluation. Following are the 
suggestions: 
- Resource and inclusive learning: “The full instructional framework and rubric” is an 
appropriate evaluation tool for teachers who work with students on an Individual Learn 
Plan (IEP) in a resource or an inclusive educational setting. This includes students who 
receive their core instruction from a special education teacher and their elective 
instruction from a general education teacher.  
- Multiply involved self-contained: The evidence for instructional framework and rubric 
indicators/components is identified based on student learning needs for classrooms where 
students are on an IEP and have more severe or multiple conditions. Principals and 
teachers collaboratively identify the questions to adapt the teacher/student evidence that 
pertain to the learning needs of students for each indicator/component (Office of 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, 2017c, p. 2). 
 The full instructional framework and rubric refers to the teacher evaluation standards 
included in the three teacher evaluation systems implemented in Washington State. There was no 
evidence of these suggestions being utilized in any of the evaluation systems at the time of this 
study.  
Statement of the Problem 
Special education and general education teachers share some important common 
contractual and legal duties and responsibilities. For example, according to the contractual 
agreement between the teacher union and a district located in a Midwestern state, responsibilities 
of teachers (addressed to all teachers including special education) were mainly working towards 






learning, and delivering instruction in classrooms (USD 497, 2014). Additional legal duties of all 
teachers include, but not limited to, reporting child abuse and neglect, and the fair use of 
copyrighted materials including printed material, audiovisual material, and software (Underwood 
& Webb, 2005; Imber & Geel, 2009).  
In addition to the common and shared duties and responsibilities among all teachers, 
special education teachers are required to meet stricter legal duties and responsibilities mandated 
by the federal law such as Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) enacted in 1990 
and reauthorized in 1997 and 2004. IDEA defined special education as “specially designed 
instruction … to meet the needs of a child with disability including instruction conducted in the 
classroom, in the home, in hospitals and institutions, and in other settings” (U. S. Department of 
Education, 2004, p. 856).  Therefore, the purpose of special education is to meet the specific 
needs of students with disabilities (SWDs) by providing individualized services and 
opportunities to achieve “a meaningful, purposeful, and fulfilling life” (CEC, 1997, para. 4). 
IDEA emphasizes six principles that the states and local education agencies must adhere: Zero 
Reject, Impartial Assessment, Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE), Least Restrictive 
Environment (LRE), Due Process, and Parent and Student Participation (Turnbull & Cilley, 
1999; Turnbull & Turnbull, 2000).  IDEA holds the states and local educational agencies to be 
responsible for supporting SWDs by making sure that the six principles of IDEA are 
implemented and maintained. However, the actual responsibilities of providing services 
ultimately rest upon special education teachers.  
The evaluators’ knowledge and experience about special education bring up another 






limited expertise and understanding of special education teachers’ roles and responsibilities 
(Billingsley, 1989). 
Most of the currently available standards-based teacher evaluation systems were 
developed based on the performance criteria of general education teachers within the general 
education environment focusing on teacher effectiveness towards student achievement. The 
purpose of these teacher evaluation systems was to measure teacher effectiveness and provide 
timely and meaningful feedback towards teacher improvement (Darling-Hammond, 2009). Just 
as their general education counterparts, special education teachers strive to improve SWDs’ 
academic achievement by providing individualized instructions. The Council for Exceptional 
Children (2012) recognized that instructional strategies developed and provided based on 
individual needs of students are “the heart of the special education practice” (p. 2). However, 
providing instruction is just one responsibility among many responsibilities of special education 
teachers. Special education teachers’ duties and responsibilities include, but not limited to, 
preparing and delivering instruction, case management, progress monitoring, testing, evaluating, 
paperwork, meetings, and management of support staff (Washburn-Moses, 2005; CEC, 2007). In 
some reported cases, special education teachers are forced to allocate only 20 percent of their 
time to carry out instruction and spend the rest of their time to meet other obligations (Vannest & 
Hagan-Burk, 2009).  
The standards-based teacher evaluation systems mainly focus on assessing teacher 
activities related to instructions that supports the academic achievement of students in the 
general education environment. The roles and responsibilities that special education teachers 
must perform, in addition to instruction-related activities, were mostly not considered for the 






between general education and special education teachers, most states and districts use one-size-
fits-all teacher evaluation systems to evaluate both special education and general education 
teachers (Johnson & Semmelroth, 2013; CEC, 2012; Semmelroth & Johnson, 2014).  
Only a handful of studies on evaluating special education teachers are currently available. 
Two different types of approaches to support special education teacher evaluation were 
recommended by these studies. The first approach suggested modifying and differentiating the 
existing standards-based teacher evaluation systems that the states and the districts employed 
(CEC, 2012). One particular example is the teacher evaluation system developed by Charlotte 
Danielson and implemented in Washington State. The Danielson model provided a research-
based teacher evaluation model for general education teachers. In addition, Danielson model 
included special education scenarios that can be used as benchmarks when evaluating special 
education teachers (The Danielson Group, 2015). The second approach supported the idea of 
developing a teacher evaluation system specifically addressing the roles and responsibilities of 
special education teachers. One example is Recognizing Effective Special Education Teachers 
(RESET) developed to measure special education teacher’s effectiveness while considering the 
unique circumstances that special education teacher is involved in (Johnson & Semmelroth, 
2014).  
The timing of this study presented a unique opportunity to look into how special 
education teachers perceive the new standard-based teacher evaluation systems, how their 
perceptions measure up with the perceptions of general education teachers, and factors that may 








Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptual differences of general education 
and special education teachers on teacher evaluation, and among special education teachers 
evaluated according to different teacher evaluation systems. This study was guided by the 
following questions.  
1) How do teachers perceive themselves and the evaluation process in Washington 
State?  
2) How do teacher attributes relate to their perception of the evaluation process? 
3) How do special education teachers in Washington State perceive their teacher 
evaluations as compared to general education teachers? 
4) How do special education teachers perceive the evaluation process based on the three 
evaluation systems: CEL 5D+, Danielson, and Marzano? 
Additionally, based on the literature reviews and the findings, this study attempted to 
discuss the possible options to improve the special education teacher evaluation. These options 
may include modifying the evaluation criteria of the one-size-fits-all standards-based teacher 
evaluation systems to allow them to measure unique roles and responsibilities of special 
education teachers, or developing separate or alternative teacher evaluation methods specifically 
for special education teachers. This study also discussed other factors that may have a potential 
to improve the quality of the special education teacher evaluation.  
Concerning research question #4, it is important to note that a lower number of special 
education teachers participated from CEL 5D+ (n=7) and Marzano (n=2) school districts, 






results. Thus, the survey results for RQ#4 were included only for descriptive purposes in this 
study.  
Significance of the study 
This study will contribute to the body of research on the subject of special education 
teacher evaluations, providing information about the perceptions of special education teachers on  
the teacher evaluation process, the perceptual differences between general education and special 
education teachers on the teacher evaluation process, the perceptual difference among special 
education teachers evaluated under different teacher evaluation systems, feasibility of modifying 
existing standards-based teacher evaluation systems to meet the needs of special education 
teachers or developing special education teacher specific evaluation systems, and any additional 
factors that may help improving the special education teacher evaluation.   
This study will provide insights on the feasibility of applying one-size-fits-all teacher 
evaluation systems to evaluate special education teachers. This study will also discuss the issues 
of whether it is necessary to develop teacher evaluation systems specific to special education 
teachers or modifying existing teacher evaluation systems to address roles and responsibilities of 
special education teachers is sufficient. 
This study may motivate school administrators who do not possess expertise in special 
education to gain further knowledge and experience in order to be able to provide a realistic and 
descriptive feedback to improve the effectiveness of special education teachers. 
Special education teachers spend their days mostly isolated from general education 
teachers and school administrators (Bateman & Bateman, 2001, 2014; Glowacki, 2013). This 
study may help general education and special education teachers and administrators to fill the 






The result of this study may help educational leaders to look into the need for modifying 
available teacher evaluation systems or developing a new evaluation system specific to the roles 
and responsibilities of special education teachers in order to provide more effective evaluation 
and useful feedback.  
Organization of the Study 
 The rest of this study is organized into four chapters, a list of references, and the 
appendices. Chapter 2 reviewed literature related to the special education teacher evaluation.  
Chapter 3 provided data collection methods and the design of the study. Chapter 4 discussed the 
findings from the data analysis, and provided descriptive summaries of the data collected. The 
final chapter presented the summary of the findings, discussion, and future research 
recommendations. A list of references and the appendices were added at the end. 
Summary 
 The standards-based teacher evaluation systems incorporate multiple methods of 
measurements to more accurately assess the teacher performance and provide practical feedback 
to improve teacher effectiveness. Most states and local districts adopted the new standards-based 
teacher evaluation systems at the time of this study. However, there is little effort to improve 
special education teacher evaluation. Complex roles and responsibilities of special education 
teachers are mandated by the federal and local law. Administrators evaluating special education 
teachers must have sufficient knowledge and understanding of special education teachers’ roles 
and responsibilities to provide meaningful evaluation and effective feedback. This study may 








Chapter 2. Review of the Literature 
The goal of this chapter is to capture the essence of the current and past research on the 
special education teacher evaluation, and as a result, establish the context for the purpose of this 
study of identifying the perceptual differences between general education and special education 
teachers on the teacher evaluation processes and the perceptual differences among special 
education teachers evaluated according to different teacher evaluation systems.  
Teacher Evaluation 
Teacher evaluation can be defined as an effort to collect and use relevant information to 
make decisions on teacher performance (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983). Teacher 
evaluation also includes processes implemented to oversee quality of the teacher performance, 
and to develop and improve capacities of teachers (Barrett, 1986; Danielson, 2008; Mack, 2013).  
The beginning of teacher evaluation and supervision can be traced back to colonial times 
(Cremin, 1976). Public education in different parts of the country during the late 1600s-1700s 
varied based on the needs and the wishes of local communities (Lucio & McNeil, 1968). The 
supervisory committees authorized by local communities managed teachers and school 
operations (Marks, Stoops, & King-Stoops, 1985; Tracy, 1995) by visiting classrooms and 
monitoring teacher performance and student progress (Lucio & McNeil, 1968; Marks et al., 
1985). Due to the expansion of public schools during the early to mid-1800s, new professions 
related to education began to appear in large communities (Rury, 1991). These new positions 
included head teachers, principals, and superintendents. Professional trainings for teachers began 
in the late 1820s, requiring aspiring teachers to attend two-year schools for teacher certification 






pedagogies and subject area knowledge during this period, the supervisory committees were no 
longer equipped to carry out their responsibilities (Lucio & McNeil, 1968). They needed 
professional educators with knowledge and experience in new subject areas and instructional 
skills (Tracy, 1995). Towards the late 1800s, the responsibilities of building principals began to 
include supervising teachers (Marks et al., 1985). Burke and Krey (1975) pointed out that during 
the colonial times and until the late 1800s, teachers were judged mostly on personal 
characteristics and appearances rather than their instructional techniques.   
During the early 1900s to 1930s, the public education system began to adopt the 
scientific management principles based on Frederick Taylor’s principles which measured factory 
workers’ behaviors to improve productivity (Burke &  Krey, 2005; Wiles & Bondi, 1980). The 
scientific management principles brought the industrial management principles such as 
accountability and efficiency to teacher evaluation (Tanner & Tanner, 1987). The purpose of 
applying scientific management principles when evaluating teachers was to support 
administrators identifying effective educational practices in order to train teachers to improve 
their instructional skills (Tanner & Tanner, 1987). During this period, the evaluation standards 
began to shift towards focusing on pedagogical skills, classroom management, and student 
performance (Burke & Krey, 2005; Marks et. al, 1985). 
During 1930s and 1940s, teacher evaluation moved away from the scientific 
methodology of the early 1900s towards a more humanistic approach (Shinkfield & Stufflebeam, 
1995), treating teachers and students as individuals instead of raw materials (Ayer, 1954). 
Administrators were encouraged to become resources for teachers (Marks et al., 1985), and 
teachers were invited to participate in decision-making process on curriculum and instruction 






administrators implemented hands-off approaches when working with teachers, resulting 
teachers not receiving necessary supports from administrators to improve their practices (Lucio 
& McNeil, 1968). 
During 1950s, teacher evaluation incorporated formative evaluation approaches shifting 
towards focusing more on teacher competencies and their instructional qualities ((Millman & 
Darling-Hammond, 1990; Shrinkfield & Stufflebeam, 1995; Wiles, 1967).  
By the 1960s and 1970s, the educational field embraced the clinical supervision model 
(Cogan, 1972), applying the holistic approach to teaching (Shrinkfield & Stufflebeam, 1995). 
Teacher evaluation during this time focused on a collegial relationship between administrators 
and teachers (Tanner & Tanner, 1987), encouraging them to build trust (Cogan, 1972). Marzano 
et al. (2011) argued that the clinical supervision model of the evaluation never reached its full 
potential due to other educational focuses during the next few decades. 
The structure of clinical supervision still remained through the 1980s and 1990s, but new 
trends began to emerge (Klein, 2015). A Nation at Risk, published in 1983, brought a sense of 
urgency to the public education in the nation. The report asserted that schools needed to provide 
longer school days, increase academic rigor, and improve teacher quality (National Commission 
on Excellence in Education, 1983). NCEE (1983) stressed that aspiring teachers must meet high 
educational standards, exhibit proficiency in teaching, and demonstrate appropriate expertise in 
subject areas.  Darling-Hammond (1998) pointed out that this was the beginning of teacher 
evaluation that incorporated the growth model. Wise et al. (1985) noted that major focuses of the 
education reform effort after A Nation at Risk was published were removing ineffective teachers 






Throughout the 1990s and 2000s, teacher evaluation continued to evolve, shifting its focuses 
towards accountability and the professional development (Ellett & Teddlie, 2003). Towards the 
end of 1990s, standards-based teacher evaluation approaches began to take a shape (Danielson, 
1996; Ellett, 1997). With Race to the Top of 2009, teacher evaluation began to incorporate 
multiple means to evaluate teachers. During this period, standards-based teacher evaluation 
models and value-added model became popular (Darling-Hammond, 2009). Since then, there has 
been numerous studies on the relationships between teacher quality to student achievement 
(Darling-Hammond, 2000; Darling-Hammond, 2013). 
Purposes of Teacher Evaluation   
Both the traditional style of teacher evaluation systems that used two point scales of 
‘satisfactory’ and ‘unsatisfactory’ and the standards-based teacher evaluation systems in recent 
years served two main evaluative functions: formative and summative. Formative evaluation is 
used to support teachers to improve their practices. Summative evaluation is used to make 
decisions related to the personnel management (Centra, 1993; Millman, 1981; National 
Education Association, n.d; Popham, 1988; Scriven, 1967).  
The literature suggested four basic functions of teacher evaluation: staffing decisions 
such as removing inefficient teachers (Beerens, 2000; Peterson, 2000; Popham, 2013; Stonge, 
2006; Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (JCSEE), 2009); identifying and 
rewarding exemplary teachers (Orphanos, 2014; Popham, 2013; Ravitch, 2010); offering 
professional growth opportunities (Beerens, 2000; Church. 2012; Danielson, 2011; Danielson, 
2012; Doerr, 2011, Peterson, 2000; Marzano, 2012; Stonge, 2006); and improving student 






One of the main purposes of teacher evaluation has always been dismissing poorly 
performing teachers. During colonial times, the supervisory committees that oversaw local 
education were allowed to promptly remove teachers for any ineffectiveness (Burke & Krey, 
2005; Lucio & McNeil, 1968). Castetter (1976) defined teacher evaluation as a formal 
assessment conducted by an evaluator on teachers’ instructional performance for personnel-
related decisions. Gordon, Kane, & Staiger (2006) and Tucker & Stronge (2005) argued that 
teacher evaluation should provide information relevant to make personnel decisions such as 
dismissal of teachers. During 1950s, teacher evaluation incorporated formative evaluation 
approaches putting more emphasis on teacher competencies and instructional quality, but the 
information on teacher performance were also used to remove underperforming teachers 
(Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Shrinkfield & Stufflebeam, 1995; Wiles, 1967).   
Bridges (1979) and Ellett & Teddle (2003) suggested a teacher evaluation model that 
would support ineffective teachers to improve, and they would be dismissed if their performance 
did not improve. National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (1996) suggested a 
teacher evaluation model that incorporated a peer review in addition to an evaluation by principal 
to provide additional support for ineffective teachers, and if needed, recommend the removal of a 
teacher.  
 Race to the Top of 2009 stressed the importance of developing teacher evaluation 
systems that are capable of identifying highly effective teachers based on the student growth 
(Ravitch, 2010). Value-added models (VAM) measures teacher effectiveness based on student 
achievement, and reward teachers based on their performance (Donaldson & Donaldson, 2012). 







 Danielson (2012) argued that one of the main reasons for teacher evaluation is to promote 
their professional growth. Still others stated that standards-based teacher evaluation utilizes 
multiple approaches to evaluate teachers’ instructional skills, and are designed to support 
professional growth (Borman & Kimball, 2005; Henemen, Milanowski, Kimball, & Odden, 
2006; Kimball & Milanowski, 2009). Taylor and Tyler (2012) reported that teachers became 
more effective and student improved academic performance, when teachers were being evaluated 
and provided opportunities to participate in professional developments. 
Teachers can develop the growth mindset when administrators work collaboratively with 
teachers (Danielson, 2007). Teachers want high quality feedback, and opportunities to improve 
their practices (Ball, 2016). Teachers’ instructional skills improve if they receive meaningful and 
constructive feedback (Aseltine, Faryniarz, & Rigazio-DiGilio, 2006). Teacher evaluation and 
effective feedback can result in positive outcome, improving teachers’ classroom practices and 
student achievement (Marshall, 2009). Hallinger, Heck and Murphy (2013) stressed that 
supervising instruction must become a coaching with growth mindset, and should assist teachers 
to build their capacity.  
 When properly implemented, teacher evaluation has potential to positively influence 
student learning and outcomes (Hallinger, et, al., 2013). Marzano (2011) argued that the purpose 
of supervision is to improve student performance. Sanders and Rivers (1996) found that students 
instructed by highly effective teachers performed significantly better than students instructed by 
ineffective teachers. Gallagher (2004) reported that there were statistically significant 
relationships between the teacher evaluation scores and student achievement in the areas of 
reading and math. Rockoff and Speroni (2010) found that students assigned to teachers who 






found that quality feedback from administrators results an improved student performance 
(Weisberg et al., 2009; Sawchuk, 2015).  
Special Education Teacher Evaluation 
The focus of teacher evaluation constantly shifted since the colonial era to reflect the 
needs of the time, ranging from moral and ethical standings of teachers in the early years, 
performance and behavior focuses during 1980s and 1990s, and teacher accountability and 
academic achievement of students in the present time (Cuban, 1990; Darling-Hammond et al., 
1983; Ravitch, 2010). This section discusses the special education teacher evaluation and its 
development during the past 50 years or so. 
Special education teacher evaluation has never been a hot topic of discussion among 
educators and educational researchers. Research articles on the subject of special education 
teacher evaluation began to appear in the 1970s, during the time when the public education 
system in America experienced a significant increase in the number of students with disabilities 
(SWDs) in their midst. Despite the fact that it has been over 40 years since, only a small number 
of studies, between 50 – 60 articles in total, on the subject of the special education teacher 
evaluation were published. Though small in numbers, these articles provided valuable insights 
into the history and development of the special education teacher evaluation.   
Special education and general education teachers share some common contractual and 
legal duties and responsibilities. Contractually, both groups are required work towards 
supporting students’ learning needs, managing student behaviors and learning, and instructing in 
classrooms (USD 497, 2014). They also share some legal duties including reporting child abuse 
and neglect (Holdheide et al., 2010; Imber & Geel, 2009; Underwood & Webb, 2005). In 






duties and responsibilities mandated by the federal laws such as IDEA. While the most important 
duty of all teachers is indeed instructing students, special education teachers are required to carry 
out additional duties and responsibilities. These include, but are not limited to, case management, 
progress monitoring, testing, evaluating, paperwork, managing meetings with parents and other 
stakeholders, and management of support staff to meet the legal requirements (CEC, 2007, 2012; 
Washburn-Moses, 2005;). 
Most of the currently available teacher evaluation systems mainly focus on teacher 
activities related to classroom instructions that support improving academic achievement of 
students. These evaluation systems are not equipped to measure additional duties and 
responsibilities that special education teachers must perform, though many special education 
teachers spend significant amount of time on these additional duties on a daily basis (Vannest & 
Hagan-Burk, 2009). Most states use one-size-fits-all types of teacher evaluation systems to 
evaluate both special and general education teachers (CEC, 2012; Johnson & Semmelroth, 2013; 
Semmelroth & Johnson, 2014). 
 Exactly when or where the subject of the special education teacher evaluation, 
differentiated from one-size-fits-all approaches of teacher evaluation, originated from is not 
clear. However, it seems that the need for evaluating special education teachers began to be 
apparent as the number of students with disabilities (SWDs) attending public schools increased 
and as public schools hired more special education teachers to provide instructions and services 
to these students. Thus, it could be assumed that the beginning and development of the special 
education teacher evaluation were closely related to the times when laws and court decisions 
supported the education of SWDs in public schools, and the development and improvement of 






Public schools have been serving SWDs based on the student needs. Some schools served 
small number of students with specific disabilities including deaf, blind, and mental retardation 
since the 1950s. Classes for students with learning disabilities began to appear in the 1960s. 
Students were placed either in self-contained classrooms for all day, or in regular classrooms to 
be pulled out for additional instructional supports (Mitchell, 1976).  
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA; P.L. 89.10) and the State Schools 
Act (P.L. 313) of 1965 provided direct grants to states to support the education of SWDs, giving 
an additional boost to increase the number of SWDs attending public schools. As a result, the 
number of teachers working with and supporting SWDs in public schools increased 
considerably. By 1968, some 30,000 special education teachers and related specialists in the 
country participated in trainings funded by the federal government (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2010). 
Court cases such as the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Citizens v. 
Commonwealth in 1971 and Mills v. Board of Education of the District of Columbia in 1972 
established that it was the responsibility of the states and local governments to educate SWDs. 
The courts determined that educational rights of SWDs were supported by the equal protection 
clause of the 14th amendment to the U.S. Constitution (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).  
By the 1960s and throughout 1970s, the education field adopted and used the clinical 
supervision model to supervise and evaluate teachers (Cogan, 1972).  
Studies mentioning and discussing the special education teacher evaluation began to 
appear in the 1970s to address the need for the discussion on the subject. In the early 1970s, the 
states and districts around the country began to implement goals and objective-oriented, and as 






Bill legislation in 1971, requiring principals and teachers to get together and develop goals and 
objectives related to student progress, instructional skills, use of research-based strategies and 
materials, and classroom management for the purpose of the teacher evaluation (Price, 1973). 
However, teacher evaluation for special education teachers was inadequately provided 
(Kauffman et al., 1973). 
With the enactment of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142) in 
1975, public schools experienced a flow of even more SWDs seeking public education.  P.L. 94-
142 mandated a free appropriate public education for SWDs, emphasized special education and 
related services designed to meet unique needs of SWDs, and required the accountability of 
states on learning and growth of SWDs. The states began developing plans to support SWDs in 
public schools based on the requirements of P.L. 94-142. For example, California began to 
implement a plan in 1976 to open up their public schools and provide public education to all 
SWDs as mandated by P.L. 94-142 (Moya, 1980; Moya & Gay, 1982). 
With the passage of PL 94-142, school administrators were required to evaluate special 
education teachers (Winborne, 1981). There were some efforts to provide evaluation 
modifications specific for special education teachers. For example, Brown (1976) introduced 
several checklists that were developed for the purpose of evaluating teachers assigned to instruct 
students with learning disabilities. Miller (1980) introduced the Competency Development 
Scales (CDS) for evaluating teachers of exceptional children. According to a survey performed 
in 1979, fifteen out of 146 school districts in California responded to the survey had guidelines 
for evaluating special education teachers (Moya, 1980; Moya & Gay, 1982). In Missouri during 






special education teachers compared to criteria used to evaluate regular teachers (Valentine & 
Harting, 1988).   
Several researchers emphasized concerns in the evaluation of special education teachers. 
In part, this was due to principals not having an understanding of the unique responsibilities of 
special education teachers. These researchers emphasized that evaluators most likely have 
limited, or in some cases no experience working with special education teachers or SWDs. They 
suggested training in the special education teacher evaluation process in order to provide 
effective evaluation; give accurate feedback for instructional improvement; reflect Federal and 
State legal requirements; as well as understand and follow the IEP process (Holley & Hickman, 
1981; Lazzari & Bruder, 1988; Moya, 1980; Moya & Gay, 1982; Rosell, 1990; Sweeney & 
Twedt, 1993; Twedt, 1991; Winborne, 1981). Evaluators must understand that the teacher 
evaluation is a tool to help special education teachers to improve their instructional performance 
(Nissen, 1984). Special education teachers, in turn, must understand that they “will have to stand 
up under the same professional examination as for their peers in regular education” (Furdden, 
1984, p. 45) 
There was a question about whether a teacher evaluation system that was developed to 
evaluate all teachers can objectively and fairly measure the performance of teachers with unique 
assignments, including special education teachers (Clements, 1988; Katims & Henderson, 1990; 
Rose & Huynh, 1984; vonEschenbach, 1988; Warger & Aldinger 1987; Zadnik, 1992). In order 
to develop a teacher evaluation system that can address and support individual differences of 
different teaching assignments such as special education, a significant amount of data must be 
collected (Furdden, 1984; Kauffman et al., 1973). Developing the special education teacher 






1984). When developing evaluation systems for special education teachers, states and districts 
must consider special education teachers’ knowledge of instructional techniques and materials, 
classroom control, classroom management, classroom organization, relations with students, 
relations with staff, and relations with parents (Moya, 1980; Moya & Gay, 1982), accurate and 
effective communication with students about content areas to improve student learning and 
understanding, use of teaching methods and resources, use of encouragement to entice student 
participation, classroom management and use of instructional time, and creating learning 
environment where students can learn self-discipline and the self-concepts (Nissen, 1984). 
Warger & Aldinger (1987) added additional areas to be considered including “pupil progress, 
teacher performance, and the teacher characteristics” (p. 54). Furdden (1984) stressed the use of 
formal data collection methods including reviewing lesson plans, pre-observation conferences, 
classroom observations, and the post-observation conferences, and informal data collection 
methods including “contacts with the teacher, walk-through observations, conduct in placement 
and referral meetings, participation in professional activities, phone calls and letters, and 
comments received from students, parents, or other professionals” (p. 45). Warger & Aldinger 
(1987) emphasized that the extraneous variables such as “the severity and the mix of 
handicapping conditions (of SWDs), the compensatory demands from a regular education, and 
the effects of medication, absences, and home circumstances (of SWDs)” (p. 61) that have 
potential to influence special education teachers’ performance should be considered when 
evaluating special education teachers.  
The structure of clinical supervision still remained through the 1980s and 1990s (Klein, 
2015), while the focuses of teacher evaluation were slowly shifting towards accountability and 






implement an effective teacher evaluation system continued. Some states and districts allowed 
flexibility in their evaluation guidelines to include the evaluation standards and criteria specific 
to teachers with unique responsibilities and assignments such as special education teachers. 
Others did not include any flexibility and had all teachers to be evaluated under the same teacher 
evaluation guidelines. A major shift in teacher evaluation systems occurred as a result of Race to 
the Top, initiated by President Barack Obama in 2009. One of the focuses of Race to the Top 
was improving the teacher evaluation. Race to the Top required states to incorporate evidence-
based components including professional teaching standards, professional growth of teachers, 
and multiple observations when developing teacher evaluation instruments (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2009). Because Race to the Top required states to develop teacher evaluation systems 
that focused on measuring teacher effectiveness towards the growth of students, many states 
developed teacher evaluation systems with the embedded performance measures. Performance-
based models relies on standards-based data collection methods to appropriately and fairly 
evaluate teachers. Standards in teacher evaluation refer to the specific knowledge and skills that 
teachers should possess and demonstrate for the purpose of evaluation (Shakman, Riordan, 
Sanchez, Cook, Fournier, & Brett, 2012). Researchers suggested the application of the 
performance-based model when developing teacher evaluation tools specific for special 
education teachers as early as 1970s, recognizing the need for more data collection strategies 
(Furdden, 1984; Katims & Henderson, 1990; Kauffman et al, 1973; Myers, 1983).  
Due to the lack of progress on the special education teacher evaluation, concerns on using 
one-size-fits-all types of teacher evaluation systems to evaluate special education teachers 
persisted to the present time. Difficulties were expected when evaluating special education 






1989; CEC, 2012; Johnson & Semmelroth, 2013; Semmelroth & Johnson, 2014; Sledge & 
Pazey, 2016; Vannest & Hagan-Burk, 2009). Differentiation of evaluation criteria could be the 
key to provide an effective evaluation for special education teachers and meet their unique needs 
(Harris, 2016; Holdheide et al., 2010; Mrla, 2016; Sledge & Pazey, 2016; Woolf, 2015). 
According to a survey, which more than 1,100 state and district directors of special education in 
U.S. participated, while most of the participants reported that their districts were not allowed to 
modify the evaluation process for special education teachers, about half of the survey 
participants agreed that special education teachers should not be evaluated based on the same 
evaluation system as that of general education teachers (Holdheide et al., 2010). Another survey 
involving 1551 principals in Illinois reported that when asked about how districts can improve 
their evaluation process to address the unique roles and responsibilities of special education 
teachers, principals suggested improving the evaluation process and instrument to meet the 
evaluation needs of special education teachers (Glowacki, 2013). The effectiveness of the teacher 
evaluation tools increased if the evaluation tools were modified to address specific roles and 
responsibilities of special education teachers (Guiney, 2015). The evaluation indicators specific 
to special education can provide more accurate evaluation feedback for special education 
teachers towards improving their instructional practices (Mrla, 2016). 
Concerns about administrators’ knowledge and experience in regards to special education 
continued. Administrators needed more professional development and more resources to provide 
an effective and a fair evaluation for special education teachers (Mimms, 2011; Mrla, 2016; 
Sledge & Pazey, 2016; Widener, 2011).  
Value-added models (VAM) were embedded in teacher evaluation systems developed 






variables such as a variety of groups of student, attributes of educational environment, student 
achievement from the past. Through the statistical techniques, the average effect of a given 
teacher can be measured on the growth of students that the teacher instructs (Burdette, 2011b; 
Lawson, 2014). Validity and accuracy of VAM in measuring the effectiveness of special 
education teachers towards the growth of SWDs were discussed in a number of research articles. 
Studies found that VAM and other types of performance measures may not accurately evaluate 
the effectiveness of special education teachers due to the facts that special education teachers 
were generally required to fulfil multiple roles and responsibilities (Burdette, 2011b; Buzick & 
Jones, 2015; CEC, 2012; Holdheide et.al., 2010; Johnson & Semmelroth, 2012; Johnson & 
Semmelroth, 2014a; Jones & Brownell, 2014; Mccaffrey & Buzick, 2014; Lawson, 2014; 
Semmelroth, Johnson, & Allred, 2013; Steinbrecher et.al. 2014). Challenges of applying VAM to 
evaluate special education teachers included:  accurately measuring growth of SWDs; modifying 
VAMs to include teachers with unique roles and responsibilities; accurately measuring 
instructional practices of special education teachers;  providing training on observation-based 
evaluation systems; incorporating co-teaching and evaluate accordingly; and managing SWDs 
moving in and out of special education services (CEC, 2012). Additional concerns of applying 
VAM to the special education teacher evaluation included: “the changing content from one grade 
to the next; the possibility that grade level assessments may be misaligned with student abilities; 
and the appropriate implementation of accommodations during standardized assessments” 
(Steinbrecher et al., 2014, p. 325).  Teacher accountability may not be clear when states choose 
to exclude the assessment results of SWDs from VAM or other measures of student achievement 
causing general education teachers to show less willingness to include SWDs in their classes 






Burdette (2011b) argued that “teachers of students with disabilities and others who work with the 
neediest students, are unfairly disadvantaged by VAM because these methods are not able to 
fully account for the differences in characteristics of these students and school supports given 
them” (p. 2). 
Some researchers argued that VAM can be an effective evaluation tool for special 
education teachers with some modifications (Burdette, 2011a, 2011b; Buzick & Jones, 2015; 
CEC, 2012; Lawson, 2014; Mccaffrey & Buzick, 2014; Steinbrecher et al., 2014). In order to 
successfully apply VAM methods to evaluate special education teachers, states should consider 
“the range of student ability and academic attainment assigned to one teacher during one class,” 
accuracy of achievement of SWDs, and “linking student achievement to teachers” (Burdette, 
2011a, p. 2). States should also consider student learning trajectory, students’ access with 
accommodations, small student samples commonly associated with the special education 
caseloads, student mobility, testing scaling, use of multiple measures to improve and sustain the 
validity and accuracy of value-added scores, providing accessible and accurate measurements, 
developing a management system for testing accommodations, and adopting a roster validation 
system to give full credit to all teachers participating in co-teaching (Holdheide, Browder, 
Warren, Buzick & Jones, 2012; Holdheide. Buzick, & Warburton, 2012). 
Some researchers suggested alternative special education teacher evaluation methods 
including, use of video recording for special education teachers assigned to self-contained 
classes (Myers, 1983), use of portfolio (Bull, 1994), use of an improved observation method with 
clear expectations and performance criteria (Sledge & Pazey, 2013), Recognizing Effective 
Special Education Teachers (RESET) Observation Tool (Johnson, 2015; Johnson & Semmelroth, 






Framework for Teaching (Jones & Brownell, 2014), and e-portfolios utilizing internet (Elliott, 
Roach, & Kurz, 2014).  
Teacher Evaluation Systems Implemented in Washington State  
In September 2012, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), which 
oversees the educational system in Washington State, selected three teacher evaluation systems 
including CEL 5D+ Teacher Evaluation Rubric, Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching, 
and Marzano’s Teacher Evaluation Model, to be used in Washington State. By the 2015 – 2016 
school year, every district in Washington State selected one of the three teacher evaluation 
systems, and all certified teachers in Washington State were being evaluated based on an 
evaluation system that their district selected (Teacher Principal Evaluation Project, 2015).  
 CEL 5D+. CEL 5D+ was developed by the Center for Educational Leadership at the 
University of Washington (UWCEL). CEL is an acronym for Center for Educational Leadership. 
5D represents five dimensions of teaching and learning including purpose, student engagement, 
curriculum & pedagogy, assessment for student learning, and classroom environment & culture. 
The ‘+’ sign next to 5D indicates the inclusion of the student growth goals that Washington State 
mandated the evaluation systems to incorporate. UWCEL has been working with school districts 
across the U.S. since 2001 to improve students learning and teacher instruction (Center for 
Educational Leadership, n.d.; Fink, 2012). CEL 5D+ was developed in 2007 based on the results 
of a number of research conducted by UWCEL. There are limited studies available on CEL 5D+ 
model. UWCEL faculty continues to evaluate CEL 5D+ to make sure that it supports the needs 
of teachers, administrators, and districts to improve student learning (Center for Educational 






 Danielson Framework for Teaching. Danielson model represents a research-based set 
of instructional components that are linked to ten principles of the Interstate New Teacher 
Assessment and Support Consortium (Danielson, 2010). Danielson initially introduced this 
model in 1996 while developing the Praxis III program. Danielson recognized that there is a need 
for a comprehensive teaching framework that provides opportunities for teachers to reflect and 
improve (Danielson, 2007). Danielson pointed out that her evaluation framework does not 
endorse any specific instructional strategies because there is no instructional strategy that can 
work in every situation. Instead, the framework support teachers to select an appropriate strategy 
for a given instructional environment to achieve the best outcome (Danielson, 1996, 2007). 
Danielson (2007) stressed the importance of teachers openly discussing whether their choice of 
instructional strategy is appropriate for a given situation. Danielson’s framework is adopted by 
schools around the world (Danielson, 2007), and recognized as the most detailed and 
comprehensive teacher evaluation (Marzano et al., 2011). Among the three teacher evaluation 
systems implemented in Washington State, Danielson model is the only one that incorporated 
modified scenarios for the special education teacher evaluation. 
 Marzano Teacher Evaluation Model. Based on his book, The Art and Science of 
Teaching, Robert Marzano (2007) developed the Marzano Teacher Evaluation Framework 
(MTEF) as a teacher evaluation model. MTEF was based on over 300 experiments and studies 
involving 14,000 students, 300 teachers, and 38 schools across 14 school districts (Marzano, 
2007). There are built-in flexibilities in the Marzano model where teachers could make decisions 
on their instructional practices towards improving student learning (Marzano, 2007). Marzano 
recognized the importance of quality feedback so that teachers can make informed decisions 







The main focus of this chapter was to provide a comprehensive literature review on 
available research articles on special education teacher evaluation. The following areas were 
discussed in these articles: 
1) Studies on special education teacher evaluation, 
2) Unique and different roles and responsibilities of special education teachers, 
3) Developing teacher evaluation systems specific for special education teachers.  
4) Use of the Value-Added Model to measure the effectiveness of special education 
teachers, problems and issues of applying such performance-based measures to 
evaluate special education teachers, and suggested solutions to improve the 
evaluation measures, and 
5) Whether the use of one-size-fits-all teacher evaluation tools when evaluating special 
education teachers is adequate, or there is a need for a separate evaluation system for 
special education teachers. 
There is no consensus among educators and educational researchers on the best methods 
of evaluating special education teachers. The main reasons are because of 1) unique and multiple 
roles and responsibilities of special education teachers and 2) lack of evaluation tools capable of 
measuring multiple variables embedded in special education teacher’s job that directly impact 
student growth. This chapter of the literature review pointed out that providing effective, 
accurate, and valid special education teacher evaluation is critical because of its impact on 








Chapter 3. Research Methodology 
This chapter discusses the research methods and procedures utilized to describe the 
perceptions of special education teachers and general education teachers on the teacher 
evaluation process. Research questions, research instrument and design, study sample, data 
collection procedures, data analysis, and limitations and delimitations are discussed in order.  
Research Questions 
The purpose of this study was to examine the differences in perceptions of general 
education and special education teachers on teacher evaluation, and the perceptions of special 
education teachers evaluated based on different teacher evaluation systems. This study was 
guided by the following questions: 
1) How do teachers perceive themselves and the evaluation process in Washington 
State?  
2) How do teacher attributes relate to their perception of the evaluation process? 
3) How do special education teachers in Washington State perceive their teacher 
evaluations as compared to general education teachers? 
4) How do special education teachers perceive the evaluation process based on the three 
evaluation systems: CEL 5D+, Danielson, and Marzano? 
Research Instrument and Design 
This study utilized a survey research design. Survey research focuses on overall 
tendencies of participants and varying tendencies among them. Surveying is an effective way to 
collect data including trends, attitudes and opinions of participants. The results from a sample 






Online survey method is an effective strategy that enables researchers to implement and 
collect data in a timely manner. It also offers anonymity and confidentiality of participants 
(Leedy & Ormrod, 2009), accessibility to a larger population (Creswell, 2012; Neuman, 2009; 
Yost, 2010), and options to overcome distance and geographical barriers (Dillman, 2000).  
This quantitative study utilized the Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) questionnaire, an 
instrument designed to collect and measure teacher perceptions on the most recent teacher 
evaluation experience.  The TEP questionnaire was originally developed by Northwest Regional 
Educational Laboratory (NREL). The researchers at NREL studied various successful teacher 
evaluations and interviewed those who were involved in the teacher evaluation process. Through 
these processes, they identified a number of key attributes of the teacher evaluation that fostered 
the professional growth of teachers. Attributes were grouped as five subscales according to the 
characteristics of questions: attributes of self as a teacher, attributes of perceptions of the 
evaluator, attributes of the evaluation process, attributes of feedback, and attributes of the 
evaluation context. In addition to these five subscales, the survey asked teachers to rate their 
perceptions on the overall qualities of the evaluation (Stiggins & Duke, 1988).  
 TEP is known for its high reliability when measuring teachers’ perceptions of the most 
recent teacher evaluation. Stiggins and Nickel (1988) conducted a factor analysis on the TEP 
subscales using varimax rotation. The analysis indicated that the Teacher Evaluation Profile 
Instrument is an effective and reliable tool that can assist school districts in developing a teacher 
evaluation process that promotes teacher growth and improvement in instructions. Coefficient 
alpha showed that there were high reliabilities and moderate intercorrelations based on estimates 
of the internal consistency of the all five subscales and estimates of the intercorrelations among 






“slightly less reliable and clearly statistically independent of the other scales” (p. 157). TEP 
instrument as a whole showed the internal consistency reliability of .93.  TEP has been utilized in 
multiple studies to collect data similar to this study.  
Appendix A of this study includes the TEP questionnaire used for this study. TEP 
questionnaire was presented to participants in the form of an online survey. Data collection was 
performed using an online survey tool, SurveyMonkey.com, LLC, a third party website that 
provides a secure platform for researchers to operate surveys. There were 48 total questions 
included in the survey. Participants were expected to take 15 uninterrupted minutes to complete 
the questionnaire. 39 questions asked about the attributes of TEP, while the last four questions 
focused on the overall quality of the evaluation. One question was asked about whether the 
evaluation process has improved since the last school year. This particular question was included 
to assist the participating districts to gain perspectives on whether their evaluation process has 
improved from the previous year. Additional four questions were asked to find out demographic 
information.  
The questions were divided into three sections for the online survey purpose. Section 1 
asked about participant’s perception on the attributes that influenced teacher evaluation. Section 
1 contained five subscales including rate yourself as a teacher, rate your evaluator, rate the 
evaluation process, rate the feedback you received, and rate the evaluation context. Section 2 
asked about the overall quality of the evaluation process during 2016 – 2017 school year. Section 
3 asked about the demographic information including, years taught, highest degree earned, 









The quantitative data were from the convenience sample. Participants volunteered to join 
the survey (Creswell, 2003 & 2007). The invitations were sent to 2240 certified teachers in nine 
school districts in Washington state. A total of 397 respondents participated in the survey 
achieving 18 percent response rate. The 397 cases were further reduced to 234 based on the 
reasons depicted in Table 4.1 included in Chapter 4 of this study.   
The participants were from nine school districts located in a northwestern state where the 
author worked. The sample consisted of certificated teachers who taught elementary education in 
elementary schools, English, math, science, and special education. The Office of Superintendent 
of Public Instruction, a state agency that oversees public education in Washington State, 
recognizes English Language Art, Mathematics, Science, and History/Social Studies as Core 
Content Areas (OSPI, 2017a). The responses from history and social studies teachers were 
omitted from this study because history and social studies teachers from Marzano districts did 
not participate in the survey, preventing an opportunity to compare the results from other teacher 
evaluation system districts (Table 4.1).  
As demonstrated in the literature review, teachers assigned to teach the core content areas 
carry out duties, responsibilities, and instructions typical of general education teachers, and they 
are different and distinguishable from that of special education teachers.  
Elementary education teachers taught in elementary schools. English, math, and science 
teachers taught in secondary schools. Special education teachers taught in either elementary or 
secondary school. Elementary education, English, math, and science teachers represented general 
education teacher population in this study. All participants were evaluated according to one the 






Framework for Teaching, and Marzano’s Teacher Evaluation Model) during 2016 – 2017 school 
year.     
Data Collection Procedures 
Contact information including email addresses and phone numbers of the districts in 
Washington State were obtained by visiting the websites of individual districts and the state 
department of education (OSPI). Upon receiving the IRB approval from University of Kansas on 
March 1, 2017, the researcher sent out individualized emails to leaders of around 300 districts in 
Washington State. These leaders included superintendents, assistant superintendents, director in 
charge of research and curriculum, and directors of human resource. In many cases, phone calls 
were made to find out the person in charge. The email invitation contained the purpose of the 
research and the survey, the website address of the survey, and a message seeking permission to 
allow their teachers to participate in the survey. Nine district leaders responded with the 
permission to allow their teachers to participate in the survey.  
The survey was performed towards the end of the 2016 – 2017 school year. Participating 
teachers either already had received the final teacher evaluation results or were in the process of 
getting one. After receiving the permission from the district leaders, a formal email invitation 
was sent out to teachers. In most districts, the district leaders relayed the email invitation to their 
teachers. For others, the author was allowed to email individual teachers. The email invitation 
included the website address of the survey, the purpose of the survey, the assurance of 
anonymity and confidentiality, and the contact information if they have any questions (Appendix 
B).  The survey was left open for two weeks. A reminder email was sent out towards the end of 
the two-week period. The districts that requested access to the data were allowed to access the 






Steps were taken to assure the anonymity and confidentially of the participating teachers. 
Only the researcher of this study had access to data. Information that may lead to identifying an 
individual participant were disaggregated in the final report so that no individual participant 
would be identified in the written data analysis. Data files were stored in a data storage device 
which were locked in a secure cabinet when not in use. A single computer was used to review 
and analyze data. The computer and data files related to this study were password protected. The 
data files stored in the survey site was removed in March 2018. Data files and the related files 
stored in the researcher’s data storage device were deleted when this study was finalized and 
submitted. There were no printed data files.   
Data Analysis 
 For the statistical analysis, Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was utilized. 
SPSS assisted in managing and analyzing the survey data and producing derived results.  
The demographic information was summarized using the frequency distribution. Use of 
the descriptive statistics enabled data analysis to be more meaningful.  
 In addition to the descriptive statistics, inferential statistics including One-way ANOVA, 
Bonferroni Post hoc test, and the Independent Samples t-test were utilized to determine the 
perceptual differences of participating teachers in regards to teacher evaluation.  
Limitations and Delimitations 
The study involved teachers from districts in a northwestern state. Thus, the findings 
from this study were limited to information, knowledge, and participation provided by the 
participants from the state. This area was selected because the author’s job is located in the 
Washington State. The teacher evaluation systems discussed in this study may not be used in 






different sizes and from different locations. Some of the information and knowledge from this 
study may only apply to districts the participants work, and may not transfer to other districts. 
Some concepts and knowledge can be useful in other contexts as long as these delimitations are 
considered. 
The participants of this study do not necessarily represent the entire population of 
teachers in participating districts and in the state. Because of the voluntary nature of the survey 
participants, not every school, grade level, and districts may have been equally represented. The 
data collected were not reported according to individual districts. Instead, they were 
disaggregated by other relevant variables. The study was limited to the data collection 
methodology. The online data collection method was used to ensure confidentiality and 
anonymity of participants, and overcome distance. There may have been personal and 
professional biases of the participants based on their educational and cultural background. 
Because this study focused on teacher evaluation, and general education and special education 
teachers were the participants of the study, the participants may not have been completely honest 
in their responses or may not have been willing to provide information that might affect their 
future career and professional relationships in the district. The participants may have experienced 
fear that their identities and opinions might be known to others in their districts despite the 
assurance of anonymity and confidentiality. The results of this study may only provide a 
snapshot of participants’ opinions affected by many unknown factors including, but not limited 
to, organizational climate, education, training, and personal and professional dilemma. Finally, 
some differences were not testable, due to not enough responses from some of the teaching 







CHAPTER 4. Findings and Data Analysis 
 
The purpose of this study was to identify the perceived differences of teacher evaluation 
process between general and special education teachers, and among special education teachers 
evaluated according to different teacher evaluation systems.  
This chapter reports the results of the survey and addresses the following research 
questions:  
1. How do teachers perceive themselves and the evaluation process in Washington 
State? 
2. How do teacher attributes relate to their perception of the evaluation process? 
3. How do special education teachers in Washington State perceive their teacher 
evaluations as compared to general education teachers? 
4. How do special education teachers perceive the evaluation process based on the three 
evaluation systems: CEL 5D+, Danielson, and Marzano? 
Participants Information 
Invitations were sent to 2240 certified teachers in nine Washington school districts. A 
total of 397 respondents participated in the survey achieving 18 percent response rate. The 397 
cases were further reduced to 234 based on the reasons depicted in Table 4.1.  
The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction of Washington State recognizes 
English Language Art, Mathematics, Science, and History/Social Studies as Core Content Areas 
(OSPI, 2017a). The responses from the teachers teaching core content areas with elementary 
teachers were used for this study, in conjunction with the responses from the special education 






of general education teachers, but they are different and distinguishable from that of special 
education teachers.  
Table 4.1. Case Removal Steps 
Case Removal Steps 
Remaining 
Cases 
Removal of cases with missing responses/incomplete survey  348 
Removal of cases who were assigned to non-teaching positions such as librarian, 
instructional coach, therapist, etc.  
331 
Removal of cases who failed to answer their teaching assignments 311 
Removal of cases with teaching assignments that are not reported by other teacher 
evaluation district groups, preventing the option of comparing responses between the 
teacher evaluation systems.   
255 
Removal of cases with teaching assignments other than the core content areas 
recognized by Washington State for the purpose of teacher evaluation, except special 
education (OSPI, 2017a) 
234 
 
The responses from history and social studies teachers were omitted from this study 
because history and social studies teachers from Marzano districts did not participate in the 
survey, preventing an opportunity to compare the results from other teacher evaluation system 
districts.  
Elementary classroom teachers provide instructions on English and math on a daily basis, 
and science on a regular basis (OSPI, 2017b). In this study, the term elementary education is used 
to describe elementary content areas (i.e., English, math, and science) taught in a typical 
elementary classroom and taught by typical elementary classroom teachers.   
       Table 4.2 shows the demographic information of the participants. About half of the 
teachers have 13 or more years of experience (45.3 percent) and over three-quarters have a 
master’s degree (76 percent). This may indicate that more experienced and educated teachers 






less experience and education. In Washington State, around 67 percent of certified teachers have 
at least a master’s degree (OSPI, 2017b).      














A total of 197 general education teachers and 37 special education teachers participated 
in the survey. Special education teachers’ participation rate was nineteen percent.  
The survey invitation for this study was sent to 2240 certified teachers in nine school 
districts in Washington state. The exact number of special education teachers from these districts 
were not readily available. From the state-wide report, a little over 6800 special education 
teachers (about 11 percent of a total number of classroom teachers) in Washington State were 
serving the needs of SWDs as of 2016 (OSPI, 2017d). The total number of classroom teachers in 
 Frequency Percent 
Years of Teaching    
 
 
1-2 years 20 8.5 
3-7 years 54 23.1 
8-12 years 52 22.2 
13 or more years 106 45.3 
Missing 2 .9 
Total 234 100.0 
   
Highest Degree Earned   
 Bachelor Degree 52 22.2 
Master Degree 180 76.9 
Doctorate Degree 1 .4 
Missing 1 .4 
Total 234 100.0 
   
Teaching Assignments   
 Elementary 80 34.2 
English (ELA) 44 18.8 
Math 43 18.4 
Science 30 12.8 
Special Education 37 15.8 






Washington State was around 63,500 during 2016 – 2017 school year (OSPI, 2017b). In 2016, 
there were about 440,000 special education teachers, close to 14 percent of full-time teachers, in 
the United States (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017). During 2014 – 2015, these special 
education teachers served around 6.6 million SWDs (13 percent of all public school students) in 
this country (National Center for Education Statistics, 2017). 
Teachers who participated in this survey were either in the process of receiving the 
teacher evaluation results or already have received the evaluation results for the 2016 – 2017 
school year at the time of this survey. 







Marzano (*n=2) Total 
Valid Elementary 2 67 11 80 
English (ELA) 6 32 6 44 
Math 11 26 6 43 
Science 5 20 5 30 
Special Education 7 28 2 37 
Total 31 173 30 234 
* Number of districts 
Table 4.3 shows the breakdown of the teachers by teaching assignments and by the 
teacher evaluation systems they were evaluated under during 2016 – 2017 school year. 
Compared to the districts that implemented Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching 
(n=173), the number of participants from the districts that implemented CEL 5D+ Teacher 
Evaluation Rubric (n=31) and Marzano’s Teacher Evaluation Model (n=30) was significantly 
lower. 
Table 4.4 presents the further breakdown of special education teachers by grade levels 






survey were from five districts that implemented Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching 
(n=28).  
Table 4.4. Demographic information of special education teachers by teacher evaluation systems  
* Number of districts 
CEL 5D+ and Charlotte Danielson districts had special education teachers from all school 
levels participating. Marzano districts had two special education teachers teaching at elementary 
schools participating in the survey. Given the low number of participants using the CEL 5D+ and 
Marzano evaluation systems, no generalizable results can be reported. These data are reported 
for information purposes only. 
Research Questions 
Research Question 1: How do teachers perceive themselves and the evaluation process in 
Washington State?  
 




Marzano (*n=2) Total 
Years of Teaching      
 
 
1-2 years 0 3 0 3 
3-7 years 2 9 1 12 
8-12 years 3 5 1 9 
13 or more years 2 11 0 13 
Total 7 28 2 37 
     
Highest Degree Earned     
 Bachelor Degree 2 3 1 6 
Master Degree 5 25 1 31 
Total 7 28 2 37 
     
Teaching Assignments     
 Elementary 1 9 2 12 
Middle School 1 6 0 7 
High School 5 13 0 18 






Table 4.5. Mean scores of teacher perceptions 



















 1. The strength of your professional expectations of yourself as a 
teacher 
4.65 
2. Orientation to risk-taking 3.87 
3. Orientation to change 4.25 
4. Willingness to experiment in the classroom 2.99 
5. Openness to criticism 4.04 
6. Knowledge of instructional methods and strategies 4.13 


























8. Credibility as a source of feedback 4.00 
9. Working relationship with you 4.13 
10. Level of trust 4.12 
11. Interpersonal manner 4.08 
12. Temperament of the evaluator 4.21 
13. Flexibility of the evaluator 4.03 
14. Knowledge of the instructional methods and strategies 3.89 
15. Capacity to demonstrate/model improvements 3.51 
16. Familiarity with your classroom 3.73 
17. Usefulness of suggestions for improvement 3.60 























19. The evaluation standards were communicated 4.09 
20. The evaluation standards were clear 3.94 
21. The evaluation standards were appropriate for your teaching 
assignment 
3.79 
22. The evaluation standards same/tailored 2.93 
23. Observation of classroom performance 3.97 
24. Examination of artifacts 3.23 
























26. Amount of information received 3.39 
27. Depth of information provided 3.33 
28. Frequency of Observation 4.13 
29. Frequency of feedback 3.97 
30. Quality of ideas and suggestions contained in the feedback 3.49 
31. Specificity of information provided 3.46 
32. Nature of information provided 3.83 
33. Timing of feedback 3.85 























t 35. Amount of time spent on the evaluation process 3.77 
36.Time allocated during the school year for professional development 2.78 
37. Availability of training programs and models of good practices 2.97 
38. Clarity of district policy statements regarding the purpose for 
evaluation 
3.34 




















40. Rate the overall quality of the evaluation process 3.15 
41. Rate the impact of the evaluation process on your attitudes about 
teaching 
2.99 
42. Rate the impact of the evaluation process on your teaching 
behaviors and strategies 
2.97 
43. Rate the impact of the evaluation process on your understanding of 
the teaching/learning process 
2.80 
 
Table 4.5 displays the mean scores of all teacher responses for each survey question. The 
Likert scale was utilized for the purpose of this survey, 1 being the lowest, 3 being the middle, 
and 5 being the highest rating.  
According to the survey results, teachers perceived themselves to be knowledgeable and 
experienced, while showing moderate willingness to take risks. Teachers reported that their 
evaluators were moderately helpful, trustworthy, and patient. They perceived that the teacher 






evaluation processes were moderately acceptable. They felt that the evaluation feedback was 
mostly acceptable, timely and meaningful. Teachers showed marginal willingness to experiment 
in the classroom. They perceived that the evaluation standards were not tailored enough for all 
teachers. Overall, teachers reported that the quality of evaluation process and the impact of the 
evaluation process on their teaching practice were marginal (Table 4.5.). Table 4.5 includes the 
mean Likert responses to each TEP attribute, aggregated by the scales in the left column.  
Research Question 2: How do teacher attributes related to their perception of the evaluation 
process? 
For RQ#2, each subscale of TEP was analyzed with factors including Years of Teaching, 
Highest Degree Earned, and Teaching Assignments, using One-way ANOVA. To estimate the 
statistical significance of relationships between the dependent variables and each pair of sub-
categories within the Factor list, the Bonferroni post hoc test was used as a part of the One-way 
ANOVA test. 
Years of teaching. One-way ANOVA test results showed that there were statistically 
significant differences among the mean scores of Attributes of self as a teacher, with F (3, 228) = 
3.723, p=.012 (Table 4.6).   
Table 4.6. Analysis of Variance, Years of teaching 
 Sum of Squares df  Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 1.610 3  .537 3.723 .012 
Within Groups 32.872 228  .144   
Total 34.482 231     
p<.05; Dependent variable: Attributes of self as a teacher 
Further analysis using the Bonferroni Post hoc test revealed statistically significant 






experience (p=.04). Within the limits of the scale, beginning teachers reported significantly 
lower self-awareness than veteran teachers (p=.040). One possible explanation for the 
differences is that beginning teachers most likely have limited professional experiences in the 
classroom. All other subscales reported that the differences between the means were not 
statistically significant (Table 4.7).  
Table 4.7. Bonferroni post hoc test, Years of Teaching 
Years teaching 1-2 years  3-7 years  8-12 years  13 or more   
1-2 years         
3-7 years .094        
8-12 years .175  .081      
13 or more years .253 * .159  .078    
*p<.05; Dependent variable: Attributes of self as a teacher 
Highest degree earned. One-way ANOVA test results showed that there is no 
statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level among all subscales. 
Teaching assignments. One-way ANOVA test results showed that there were 
statistically significant differences among the mean scores of Attributes of perceptions of 
evaluator with F (4, 229) = 2.629, p=.035 (Table 4.8). 
Table 4.8. Analysis of Variance, Teaching assignments 
 Sum of Squares df  Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 8.743 4  2.186 2.692 .035 
Within Groups 190.343 229  .831   
Total 199.106 233     
p<.05; Dependent variable: Attributes of perceptions of evaluator 
Further analysis using the Bonferroni Post hoc test revealed statistically significant 
response differences between elementary teachers and special education teachers (p=.018) (Table 
4.9). Within the limits of the scale, special education teachers reported significantly lower scores 






working environment and the frequency of their contact with evaluators. Elementary school 
principals/evaluators tend to work more closely and frequently with teachers (Louis et al., 2010). 
Table 4.9. Bonferroni post hoc test, Teaching assignments 
Teaching Assignments Elementary  English Math Science Special Education 
Elementary       
English -.272      
Math -.272  .0003    
Science -.235  .038 .037   
Special Education -.574 * -.302 -.302 -.339  
*p<.05; Dependent variable: Attributes of perceptions of evaluator 
In addition to Attributes of perceptions of the evaluator, there were statistically 
significant differences among the mean scores of Attributes of the evaluation context, with F (4, 
229) = 2.707, p=.031 (Table 4.10). Further analysis using the Bonferroni Post hoc test revealed 
statistically significant response differences between elementary teachers and math teachers 
(p=.023) (Table 4.11). 
Table 4.10. Analysis of Variance, Teaching assignments 
 Sum of Squares df  Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 7.144 4  1.786 2.707 .031 
Within Groups 151.064 229  .660   
Total 158.208 233     
p<.05; Dependent variable: Attributes of the evaluation context 
Table 4.11. Bonferroni post hoc test, Teaching assignments 
Teaching Assignments Elementary  English Math Science Special Education 
Elementary       
English -.296      
Math -.474 * -.178    
Science -.306  -.010 .168   
Special Education -.192  .104 -.282 .114  






The remaining subscales reported that the differences between the means were not 
statistically significant. 
Research Question 3: How do special education teachers in Washington State perceive their 
teacher evaluation as compared to general education teachers? 
An Independent Samples t-test was utilized to compare the mean scores of general 
education and special education teachers. The result showed that there were statistically 
significant differences among the mean scores of Attributes of perceptions of evaluator with a p-
value of .011 (Table 4.12).  
The significant response differences between general education and special education 
teachers about their evaluators may be due to special education teachers perceiving that they 
were isolated from the general population of the school including their evaluators/administrators 
(Bateman & Bateman, 2001, 2014).   
Table 4.12. T-test: general education vs. special education teachers 
Variable Gen Ed Spec Ed t-value  






























Number of participants 197 37   






All other subscales reported that the differences between the means were not statistically 
significant.  
Research Question 4: How do special education teachers perceive the evaluation process 
based on the three evaluation systems: CEL 5D+, Danielson, and Marzano? 
Research question 4 focused solely on the responses of special education teachers. It 
should be noted that due to the low participation rate of special education teachers from CEL 
5D+ school districts (n=7) and Marzano’s Teacher Evaluation Model districts (n=2), special 
education teachers’ responses were not generalizable and included only for descriptive purposes 
in this study.  
A total of 37 special education teachers participated in the study including seven special 
education teachers from two CEL 5D+ school districts, 28 special education teachers from five 
Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching districts, and two special education teachers from 
two Marzano Teacher Evaluation Model districts.  
All special education teachers perceived themselves to be relatively flexible when 
confronting changes. They reported that the evaluation processes included clear standards and 
were communicated to teachers. They perceived that the purpose of the evaluation was 
moderately clear and promoted accountability and teacher growth.  
More studies are needed with larger samples and additional teacher evaluation systems to 
generalize the findings. 
Summary 
The findings suggest there is a significant response differences between beginning 
teacher and veteran teachers on how they perceive themselves as a teacher, possibly due to the 






significant difference among teachers with different educational levels on how they view 
themselves as a teacher, suggesting that teachers with more education may perceived themselves 
to be more proficient.  
Significant response differences were found to exist between the perceptions of special 
education and general education teachers, particularly elementary school teachers, on their 
evaluators. The perceptions of special education teachers evaluated based on three different 
teacher evaluation systems were included in this study for descriptive purposes only due to about 
76 percent of special education teachers participated in the study were evaluated based on 
Danielson, which implemented an alternative approach to evaluate the performance of special 
education teachers. Special education teachers perceived that the evaluation standards and the 
purpose of the evaluation were relatively clear to them, and the evaluation process promoted 






CHAPTER 5. Discussion 
This chapter is divided into the following sections: summary of the problems and the 
study, discussion, recommendations for future studies, and summary of the chapter.  
Summary of the Problem 
In the United States alone during 2016, there were about 440,000 special education 
teachers, around 14 percent of full-time certified teachers, serving the needs of students with 
disabilities in the country (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017). Despite the high number of special 
education teachers, most of the currently available teacher evaluation systems do not include the 
evaluation standards specific to the role and responsibilities of special education teachers. Only a 
handful of standards-based teacher evaluation systems are providing alternative or modified 
versions of the evaluation standards to measure the performance of special education teachers. 
There are a couple of special education teacher specific teacher evaluation systems being 
developed and tested in the field.  
This study was developed to add to the efforts to improve special education teacher 
evaluation.  
Summary of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to identify the perceived differences of teacher evaluation 
between general education and special education teachers, and among special education teachers 
evaluated according to different teacher evaluation systems.  
Considering the literature reviews and the findings of this study at this time when 
applying one-size-fits-all approach of teacher evaluation systems seems to be a prevalent method 
of evaluating special education teachers, this study may provide additional insights on if  






measure unique roles and responsibilities of special education teachers is sufficient, if there is a 
need for separate or alternative teacher evaluation methods specifically for special education 
teachers, and if there are factors that need to be considered to improve the special education 
teacher evaluation.  
The study surveyed the perceptions of general education and special education teachers in 
Washington State. Based on the survey results, the perceptual differences of general education 
and special education teachers on their teacher evaluation experiences were compared. In 
addition, the perceptions of special education teachers were analyzed.   
Summary of the Findings 
Participants: 2240 certified teachers from nine school districts in Washington State were 
invited, and 397 teachers responded to the survey (18 percent response rate). 163 responses 
among 397 responses were removed due to the reasons listed in Table 4.1. As a result, this study 
focused on the survey responses from 234 certified teachers who taught in Washington State 
public schools during the 2016-2017 school year. 
Forty-five percent of 234 participants reported to have 13 or more years of teaching 
experiences, and 76 percent of them had a master’s degree. 18.8 percent of the participants were 
special education teachers (n=37). Teachers from Charlotte Danielson’s Framework districts had 
the highest participation (n=173). CEL 5D+ Teacher Evaluation Rubric districts had 31 teachers 
participating, and Marzano’s Teacher Evaluation Model districts had 30 teachers participating. 
Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching districts also reported the highest number of 
special education teacher participation (n=28).  
Research Question 1: How do teachers perceive themselves and the evaluation process in 






Based on the survey responses, teachers perceived themselves to be effective when 
carrying out their duties as teachers, but showed marginal willingness to experiment in their 
classes.  The evaluators were viewed as moderately helpful, trustworthy, and patient. The 
evaluation feedback that teachers received seemed to be mostly acceptable, timely and 
meaningful. They perceived that the evaluation standards were tailored marginally when 
evaluating teachers with different teaching assignments. Overall, teachers reported that the 
quality of evaluation process and the impact of the evaluation process on their teaching practice 
were marginal at best. 
Research Question 2: How do teacher attributes related to their perception of the evaluation 
process? 
 Years of Teaching. One-way ANOVA test on the subscales of TEP with a factor Years 
of Teaching revealed that there are statistically significant differences among the mean scores of 
Attributes of self as a teacher. According to the Bonferroni Post hoc test, there were statistically 
significant response differences between the beginning teachers and experienced teachers. The 
differences might be due to the beginning teachers’ limited experiences in the field. Veenman 
(1984) pointed out that, according to his literature reviews of 83 international empirical studies, 
the beginning teachers faced serious problems when teaching students, working with parents, 
learning about organization, and dealing with materials and supplies. In addition, they 
experienced difficulties with lesson preparation, relations with other teachers, utilizing various 
teaching strategies, knowledge of school policies, measuring the performance level of students, 
subject matter knowledge, additional clerical work, and working with their principals. Another 
comprehensive literature review found that the beginning teachers had limited knowledge of the 






various workarounds, rather than focusing on instructions to improve student learning (Kagan, 
1992). Melnick & Meister (2008) reported that, when beginning and experienced teachers were 
compared, there were significant differences in the areas of classroom management and 
interacting with parents, while there were no statistically significant differences on preparing 
lessons and managing time.  
Highest Degree Earned. One-way ANOVA test results showed that there is no 
statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level among all subscales. Teachers with different 
degree levels seemed to show statistically significant differences when measured for teacher 
efficacy (Alrefaei, 2015) and teacher leadership (Angelle & DeHart, 2011). Further study is 
needed to verify the factors that might be causing the differences.  
Teaching Assignments. One-way ANOVA test on the subscales of TEP with a factor 
Teaching Assignments revealed that there are statistically significant differences among the mean 
scores of Attributes of perceptions of evaluator. According to the Bonferroni Post hoc test, there 
are statistically significant response differences between the elementary teachers and special 
education teachers. The differences may be due to the differences in their working environment 
and the frequency and quality of collaboration with other team members including principals. 
The relationship between principal leadership and teacher satisfaction on the evaluation were 
well documented. Results from multiple studies showed that there were correlations between 
principal leadership and teacher satisfaction on the evaluation process (Drago-Severson, 2012; 
Grissom, 2011; Lacireno-Paquet, Bocala & Bailey, 2016; Sartain, Stoelinga & Brown, 2011). 
Elementary school principals, when compared with their secondary school counterparts, tended 
to spend more time working directly with teachers, staff, parents, and students to improve 






other grade level teachers, elementary school teachers collaborated at a higher rate with their 
teams. On the other hand, special education teachers tended to perceive themselves as being 
isolated from the general population of the school due to their roles and responsibilities 
(Bateman & Bateman, 2001, 2014; Glowacki, 2013). 
Research Question 3: How do special education teachers in Washington State perceive their 
teacher evaluation as compared to general education teachers? 
 The Independent Samples t-test result showed that there are statistically significant 
differences among the mean scores of Attributes of perceptions of evaluator when the 
perceptions of general education and special education teachers were compared. Just as the case 
with elementary teachers and special education teachers described in the Teaching Assignments 
section above, the differences may be due to the special education teachers’ perceptions of being 
isolated from the rest of the school (Bateman & Bateman, 2001; Klein, 2015; Glowacki, 2013). 
Research Question 4: How do special education teachers perceive the evaluation process 
based on the three evaluation systems: CEL 5D+, Danielson, and Marzano? 
 RQ#4 focused on the responses of special education teachers from CEL 5D+, Danielson, 
and Marzano districts. Due to limited responses from some districts and teacher evaluation 
systems, the results were not generalizable and included here for descriptive purposes only. All 
special education teachers perceived that they are relatively flexible with changes. They all 
reported that the evaluation processes included clear standards.  They also perceived that the 
purpose of the evaluation was moderately clear, and promoted accountability and teacher growth. 
Since Race to the Top was initiated, most states revamped their teacher evaluation systems to 






McGuinn, 2012). As a part of the effort, some states developed and provided information to 
consider when evaluating special education teachers (CEC, 2012).  
Discussion  
Traditional style of teacher evaluation systems that utilized two-point scales of 
‘satisfactory’ and ‘unsatisfactory’ (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhem, & Keeling, 2009) have evolved 
to standards-based teacher evaluation systems that incorporated multiple ‘teacher performance 
data’ collection methods to provide meaningful evaluation towards improving teacher 
performance and effectiveness (Darling-Hammond, 2009; McGuinn, 2012).  
To assist the special education teacher evaluation process, a few available teacher 
evaluation systems implemented alternative evaluation standards and evaluation scenarios 
specific to the special education classrooms. In addition, some states, including Washington 
State, developed and provided information to consider when evaluating teachers with unique 
teaching assignments, such as special education teachers. Currently, only a couple of teacher 
evaluation systems specific to the special education teacher evaluation are being developed and 
tested in the field. There is no known finalized teacher evaluation system specific to the special 
education teacher evaluation available in the field. 
Despite these efforts to improve the special education teacher evaluation for more than 40 
years, no known studies have been conducted on how special education teachers perceived their 
evaluation process, and how the perceptions of special education teachers and general education 
teachers differ on their teacher evaluation process. This study was designed to gather perceptual 
data of special and general education teachers concerning three standards-based teacher 
evaluation systems implemented in Washington State. This study identified the perceptions of 






According to the results of the study, special education teachers rated attributes of their 
evaluators significantly lower than general education teachers. The differences of special 
education teachers’ perceptions about the evaluators were most apparent when compared with 
the perceptions of elementary school teachers. These findings suggested that the perceptions of 
special education teachers on their evaluators may have some bearing on their perceptions on the 
overall quality of the evaluation. According to Twedt (1991) and Sweeney & Twedt (1993), 
many teachers, including special education teachers, reported that the evaluators did not provide 
useful feedback to improve professional skills despite having positive working relationships with 
their evaluators. To improve the special education teacher evaluation and the professional 
relations between special education teachers and their evaluators/administrators, there must be a 
support system to improve special education teacher participation in general activities of the 
school and to remove their feelings of isolation (Bateman & Bateman, 2001, 2014; Glowacki, 
2013), and professional development opportunities for evaluators to improve their special 
education related knowledge and experiences (Glowacki, 2013; Winborne, 1981).  
Another finding of this study revealed that special education teachers felt that the 
evaluation standards and the purpose of the evaluation were relatively clear to them. They also 
perceived that the teacher evaluation process promoted accountability and teacher growth. These 
results were reported from the group of 37 special education teachers including 28 teachers from 
the Danielson districts. It is important to note that Danielson is the only teacher evaluation 
system among three evaluation systems in this study that offered modified evaluation scenarios 
for the special education teacher evaluation. Therefore, reports from Danielson teachers, who 
were supposedly evaluated based on the alternative evaluation scenarios specific to special 






Recommendations for Future Research 
Multiple studies reported that many administrators possessed limited understanding about 
special education and the roles and responsibilities of special education teachers (Lazzari & 
Bruder, 1988; Glowacki, 2013; Moya, 1980; Moya & Gay, 1982). As a result, they did not 
provide useful suggestions for improvement (Twedt, 1991).  It is suggested that when developing 
and implementing teacher evaluation systems for special education teachers, districts and local 
educational agencies must include both special education teachers and administrators (CEC, 
2012; Glowacki, 2013; Nissen, 1984; Sledge & Pazey, 2013). In relation with special education 
teachers and administrators on the teacher evaluation, Rosell (1990) surveyed the perceptions of 
regular and special education teachers and administrators on the teacher evaluation process, and 
Twedt (1991) and Sweeney & Twedt (1993) studied the perceptions of special education 
teachers and regular education teachers on teacher evaluation. However, they did not provide 
detailed information on the professional relations between teachers and administrators. Further 
study is recommended to find out the effect of the professional relations between special 
education teachers and their evaluators on the quality of the special education teacher evaluation. 
Additional testing would be recommended to identify effective strategies to improve the 
professional relations between special education teachers and their evaluators.  
The articles that solely focused on the subject of the special education teacher evaluation 
tended to agree that there needs to be different ways to evaluate special education teachers, apart 
from the one-size-fits-all evaluation that tends to focus on general education teachers. Majority 
of these studies supported the idea of utilizing the available teacher evaluation systems with 
some form of modifications and accommodations to address the unique needs of special 






incorporating observation (Moya, 1980), video recording (Myers, 1983), proficiency in 
additional roles and responsibilities (Furdden, 1984; Sledge & Pazey, 2013), consideration of 
“the extraneous variables” (Warger & Aldinger, 1987, p. 61), performance based evaluation such 
as VAM (CEC, 2012; Holdheide, Buzick, & Warburton, 2012; Johnson & Semmelroth, 2014a; 
Semmelroth, Johnson, & Allred, 2013), and multiple measures including student growth 
(Holdheide, Buzick, & Warburton, 2012). Among the three teacher evaluation systems that 
Washington State implemented in 2012, Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching offered 
modified scenarios to be used when evaluating special education teachers. CEL 5D+ Teacher 
Evaluation Rubric and Marzano’s Teacher Evaluation Model did not include any modifications 
or accommodations for the special education teacher evaluation at the time of this study. One of 
the purposes of this study was to compare the perceptions of special education teachers evaluated 
based on these three teacher evaluation systems. Due to the limited participation from CEL 5D+ 
and Marzano districts, the results were not generalizable. It would be of interest to conduct 
further studies to compare the perceptions of special education teachers from districts that 
implemented teacher evaluation systems with modifications for special education teachers and 
from the districts that implemented one-size-fits-all teacher evaluation systems. A similar study 
can be replicated expanding to other states involving additional standards-based teacher 
evaluation systems. A study can be conducted to find out the fidelity of the implementation and 
application of teacher evaluation systems when evaluating special education teachers.   
A similar study could be done for teachers with teaching assignments that one-size-fits-all 
approach of teacher evaluation systems may not be able to provide a meaningful evaluation. 








Teacher evaluation is one of the most important tools that has a potential to assist 
teachers to improve their effectiveness. Special education teachers need the same opportunity as 
their general education counterparts and receive meaningful evaluation and useful feedback to 
improve their teaching practice. The focus of this chapter was to discuss the findings and 
implications of this study. The findings in this study suggested that the professional relationships 
between evaluators and special education teachers and perceptions of special education teachers 
on their evaluation may influence the outcome of the special education evaluation. The 
significance of the findings in this study is supported by the data collected from certified teachers 
participated in the study. The states and local educational agencies may need to look into 
providing additional supports and professional developments, so that evaluators and special 
education teachers share “a deep level of understanding” (OSPI, 2017c, p. 1) of what is needed 
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Appendix B: Email Invitation 
 
Dear Certified Teachers, 
  
My name is Hyuk Hong, a special education teacher at Federal Way Public Schools, WA, 
and a Doctoral Candidate in the areas of the Educational Leadership and Policy Studies at the 
University of Kansas.  
  
This survey is a part of my dissertation and is developed to provide information for your 
district, leadership, and teachers to improve the teacher evaluation process.  
 
Please click https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/5NJ85TG  at any time you are ready to 
take the survey. There are 48 rating questions. It will take approximately 5-15 minutes to 
complete. 
  
This online survey is designed to collect your perceptions on the teacher evaluation 
process in your district during 2016-2017 school year. Because it focuses on the process of the 
evaluation, you do NOT need the final result of the evaluation to take this survey. 
  
All certified teachers from all grade levels and subject areas including Special Education, 
PE, ELL, Music and other specialty teachers are encouraged to participate to provide a 
comprehensive look at the teacher evaluation process.  
  
To ensure anonymity and confidentiality of information, no personally identifiable 
information is collected. Your responses will be combined with those of others and summarized 
in a report to further protect your anonymity. For example, if there are low numbers of 
participation from groups of teachers such as grade level and subject specific teachers, and 
Special Education, PE, ELL, Music and other specialty teachers, their data will be combined into 
one large group. Even in the event that you voluntarily/accidentally submit your personal or 
contact information in any area of the survey, it will not be shared with anyone without your 
written consent, and will not be included in any form of reports.  
  
The survey will stay open for the next 2 weeks (05/03 – 05/12). The deadline may 
extend if needed.  
  
If you have any questions, please contact me hyho@ku.edu. I will get back to you within 
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